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Abstract 
Existing literature on knowledge management has largely focused on examining the outcomes of knowledge 
management, including knowledge sharing behaviors, at the organizational level, while outcomes at the 
individual level have received little attention. To address this gap in research, we develop a theoretical 
model to empirically examine the effects of knowledge sharing behavior on job satisfaction. We theorize 
that knowledge sharing behaviors influence job satisfaction through expertise or human capital, and 
perceptions of reputation. We propose to test our model using survey responses from IT professionals, to 
understand what benefits individuals may derive when they share their knowledge. We believe the results 
of our study would be of interest to both academia and practice by addressing the gap in research and, by 
providing insights for practitioners in managing knowledge management efforts respectively. 
 
Keywords 
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Introduction 
A large body of research on Knowledge Management (KM) focuses on understanding the antecedents of 
knowledge sharing behaviors (e.g. Bock and Kim, 2002, Kankanhalli et al., 2005, Quigley et al, 2007). This 
stream of research has examined several antecedents of knowledge sharing to understand what factors 
facilitate or inhibit knowledge sharing behaviors at the individual level; such as motivations, personality 
types, work experience and, organizational level factors such as culture and norms, among others (Bock 
and Kim, 2002, Kankanhalli et al., 2005, Riege, 2005, Quigley et al, 2007)  
A second stream of KM research focusses on examining the outcomes of KM efforts, including knowledge 
sharing behaviors, on organizational performance (e.g. Kogut and Zander, 1992; Nonaka and Takeuchi, 
1995) and competitive advantage (Grant, 1996; Davenport and Prusak, 1998; Sosa, 2009; Volberda et al, 
2010). This stream of research has provided consistent results on the positive influence of knowledge 
sharing behaviors and organizational performance. 
The key themes underlying these two streams of research is to understand how employee resistance to 
sharing knowledge can be overcome and, what benefits can be appropriated by overcoming the resistance 
to share knowledge. While these two streams of research have provided us with a rich understanding of the 
phenomenon of knowledge sharing, from the perspective of its antecedents and outcomes and, their 
importance in the organizational context, several questions remain unanswered.  
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First, based on the vast attention received, in terms of the number of articles published, prior KM literature 
appears to suggest that the benefits of knowledge sharing are primarily appropriated at the organizational 
level, in terms of organizational performance and competitive advantage and, several researchers have 
provided empirical evidence for the same. While we agree with this, we believe that individuals appropriate 
benefits as well. However, this relationship has not been sufficiently examined in KM research. Our belief 
is supported by Foss et al., (2010) who found a lack of research on micro level factors in their review of KM 
literature among top thirteen journals publishing work on KM research.  
Second, if individuals are reluctant to share knowledge, it is implied that individuals’ perceive that some 
negative outcomes may result due to the sharing of their knowledge. On the other hand, it can be argued 
that individuals’ perception on the net-benefits resulting due to the sharing of knowledge, may be of more 
value than the possible negative outcomes; when they share their knowledge. This value assessment is with 
reference to the “self” or the individual sharing the knowledge. Therefore, we believe that the benefits of 
knowledge sharing are appropriated at the individual level as well, giving rise to questions such as: what 
benefits do individuals derive when they share their knowledge? 
The evidence for the relationship between knowledge sharing behaviors and individual level outcomes are 
implied but not sufficiently empirically examined in KM literature, constituting an important gap in 
research. Our study therefore, aims to addresses the broad question: What are the outcomes of sharing 
knowledge at the individual level? Alternatively stated, what benefits do individuals derive when they share 
their knowledge? To address our question, we develop a theoretical model to explain how knowledge 
sharing behavior may influence job satisfaction among IS professionals.  
 
Theory and Research Model 
Our research is grounded in the theoretical perspectives provided by Hackman and Oldham’s (1975) Job 
Characteristic Model (JCM), Social identity theory (Tajfel and Turner, 1985),  Social Capital and Intellectual 
Capital theory by Nahapiet and Ghoshal, (1998), the development of personal reputation (Zinko et. al., 
2007) and Subramanian and Youndt’s (2005) conceptualization of intellectual capital.  
Nahapiet and Ghoshal (1998) suggest that social capital facilitates the creation of new intellectual capital. 
They conceptualized intellectual capital as “the knowledge and knowing capability of a social collectivity, 
such as an organization, intellectual community or professional practice” (pg. 245). Subramanian and 
Youndt’s (2005) however, argue that: at the individual level, human capital best represents the dimension 
of intellectual capital rather than the other dimensions of intellectual capital viz. organizational capital and 
social capital; where the influence of knowledge sharing activities manifest. Since the present study 
considers individual level outcomes of knowledge sharing behaviors, we adopt Subramanian and Youndt’s 
(2005) conceptualization of intellectual capital.  
Second, based on the theory of development of personal reputation (Zinko et. al., 2007), when individuals 
perform well at their allocated tasks and are helpful towards others at the workplace, they develop a 
favorable reputation among others. In the work context of IS/IT professionals’; through knowledge sharing, 
individuals develop a favorable reputation when they are recognized as experts in their tasks. Therefore, we 
believe that this theoretical perspective provides a useful lens in explaining the outcomes of sharing 
knowledge at the individual level among IS professionals.  
Third, Hackman and Oldham’s JCM and Social Identity theory, when taken together, helps us provide an 
over-arching theoretical perspective to explain how the factors included in our research model are related. 
Hackman and Oldham’s (1975) Job Characteristics Model posits that: core job dimensions and critical 
psychological states influence personal and work outcomes implying that job satisfaction includes both, 
intrinsic and extrinsic factors (Howard & Frick, 1996). Critical psychological states in the JCM include 
meaningfulness of work, responsibility of outcomes and knowledge of results.  
 
The Social identity theory (Tajfel and Turner, 1985) suggests that identification can be of several types, 
resulting from identity salience due to cognitive processing (Ashforth and Mael, 1989). The salient identity 
may change overtime and is displayed in multiple ways. Within IS/IT work groups, identification fosters 
work group cohesion (Riordan and Weatherly, 1999) making the team effective at problem solving. When 
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individuals exhibit strong identification and belong to cohesive work groups, they are likely to develop 
higher levels of social capital and develop expertise through the knowledge sharing processes of exchange 
and combination (Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998). This mix, of personal and work related outcomes, are 
expected to contribute to the concept of “meaningfulness of work” as conceptualized in the JCM, 
contributing to job satisfaction.  
 
We believe that the theoretical perspectives identified provide us an understanding of the outcomes related 
to individual level knowledge sharing behaviors; which have not been examined in prior research. An 
understanding of what benefits individuals derive when they share their knowledge would be an important 












Figure 1. Research Model 
 
We define our constructs based on prior literature. We adopt the definition for job satisfaction based on 
Egan et. al., (2004) as "an employee’s affective reactions to a job based on comparing desired outcomes 
with actual outcomes" (pg. 283) and human capital as “the knowledge, skills, and capabilities of individual 
employees” based on Sabherwal and Hsu (2012, pg. 492). Perceptions of reputation, based on Zinko et al. 
(2012),  is defined as “the extent to which individuals are perceived by others, over time, as performing 
their jobs competently, and being helpful towards others in the workplace” (pg. 157) . Knowledge sharing 
behavior, Based on Bock et al, (2005) is defined as; “the sharing or contribution of an individual’s 
knowledge with other members within his/her primary work group” (pg. 9) 
 
Hypotheses Development 
According to prior research, learning culture facilitates knowledge activities through interactions among 
individuals where individuals share their knowledge, experiences and skills to derive benefit (Gold et. al, 
2001; Nonaka and Toyama, 2005; Sabherwal and Hsu, 2012). Sabherwal and Hsu (2012) elaborate on the 
effects of learning culture on intellectual capital and its three dimensions: organizational capital, human 
capital and social capital. They state: “A learning culture also facilitates human capital, because individual 
knowledge is improved” (pg. 497). Support for their claim can be found in Subramanian and Youndt (2005) 
who argue that these three dimensions are “intertwined in organizations” and “their influences are not 
always isolated” (Subramanian and Youndt, 2005, pg. 453).  
Further, literature on organizational learning acknowledges the existence of feedback loops where 
individuals learn through feedback learning flows (Vera & Crossan, 2004). Their 4I Framework (pg. 225) 
suggests that individual competence and capabilities are enhanced when individuals share or contribute 
knowledge in organizations. Therefore, we believe knowledge sharing behavior among IS professionals 
influences the creation of human capital. Human capital is operationalized as expertise based on Zinko et. 
al., (2012). This relationship represents the first hypotheses in our model. 
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Zinko et al. (2012) claim when individuals perform well on tasks allocated to them, are helpful to others at 
work, and are willing to work with others; they develop a positive reputation at the workplace. Being helpful 
to others and willingness to work with others generally encompass sharing some knowledge or skill and/or 
providing valuable feedback which may enable task completion in the context of IS projects. Therefore, we 
believe that over time, knowledge sharing behaviors result in an enhanced perception of positive reputation 
about the individual sharing knowledge, from the perspective of other organizational members, 
representing our second hypothesis. 
H2: Knowledge sharing behavior is positively related to perceptions of reputation. 
 
Perceptions of oneself as an expert and, being recognized by co-workers as an expert, is expected to 
positively influence levels of job satisfaction. We therefore believe that human capital positively influence 
job satisfaction, representing our third hypothesis.  
H3: Human capital (or expertise) is positively related to job satisfaction. 
 
Zinko et. al., (2012) developed a model to examine the effects of personal reputation on career success, 
power and autonomy. They hypothesized that when individuals enjoy higher levels of reputation, they were 
likely to enjoy more autonomy and power, received greater rewards, favorable performance evaluations, 
promotions and compensation. These factors were expected to result in higher levels of job satisfaction and, 
they found support for these characteristics in their two studies.. Therefore, we hypothesize that:  
H4: Perceptions of reputation are positively related to job satisfaction. 
 
Egan et. al (2004) cite prior literature to support their claim that job satisfaction reflects an employees' 
overall perceptions of meeting expectations at work (Porter and Steers, 1973) and not based solely on 
extrinsic and intrinsic rewards (Howard & Frick, 1996, c.f. Egan et. al., 2004). They argue that when 
expectations are not met, resulting in low levels of job satisfaction, there is perhaps, a "greater probability 
of withdrawal behavior" (Pearson, 1991, c.f. Egan et. al., 2004). On the contrary, when job satisfaction levels 
are high, withdrawal behaviors are expected to be lower, resulting in higher knowledge sharing behaviors. 
In addition, knowledge sharing behaviors exhibits direct and indirect effects (through human capital and 
perceptions of reputation) on job satisfaction. Therefore, we hypothesize that: 
H5: Knowledge sharing behavior is positively related to job satisfaction. 
 
Research Methodology 
Data Collection and Sample Size 
We propose to empirically test our model using survey responses from IS professionals in the USA, using 
random sampling to ensure that our study satisfies high external validity (Simon, 1969). 
Based on prior literature, we plan to estimate the required sample size to ensure that we have sufficient 
valid responses, to better interpret results by accounting for parameters such as effect size and power; 
rather than interpreting results relying on significance levels (Sawyer & Ball, 1981). Therefore, we plan to 
conduct an a priori power analysis using statistical software G*Power (http://www.gpower.hhu.de/ 
(Sabherwal & Hsu, 2012). This would enable us to plan our data collection efforts systematically. 
Pretest and Pilot Testing 
The survey instrument will pre tested by soliciting responses from IS/IT professionals to validate the survey 
questionnaire prior to being administered using two methods based on Straub (1989). A pilot test will be 
conducted subsequently using a second sample to assess the clarity, relevance and specificity of the items 
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and using a checklist of criteria (e.g. Church & Waclawski, 2001, pg. 85-86) to improvise the survey 
questionnaire before administration. 
 
Measures 
Knowledge sharing behavior is operationalized based on Ma and Agarwal (2007), on knowledge 
contributions made. Human capital is operationalized in terms of expertise, based on Zinko et. al., (2012) 
which is, consistent with Sabherwal and Hsu’s (2012) operationalization as “competent”, “bright” and 
“experts” (pg. 518). Measures of reputation are adapted from Zinko et. al., (2012). Both, human capital and 
reputation are measured using a co-worker’s responses and, responses to knowledge sharing behavior and 
job satisfaction, are provided by the primary survey respondent. Responses for the four constructed are 
recorded using Likert-type responses. Our model includes demographic variables and control variables for 
IT experience, tenure in current work group, age range, gender, organization size and level of education.   
 
Analysis Strategy 
We propose to first conduct an Exploratory Factory Analysis and check for common method bias based on 
Podaskoff et. al., (2003) and Harman’s one-factor test (Podsakoff and Organ 1986) by performing an 
exploratory factor analysis on all variables to check for the presence of any single factor. Next, we propose 
to examine whether the model fit χ2 and χ2/d.f. statistics are acceptable based on the recommendations for 
fit indices by Wheaton et al, (1977), Tabachnick and Fidell, (2007), Bentler and Bonnet, (1980); Jöreskog 
and Sörbom, (1993) and Barrett, 2007; GFI, AGFI and RMSEA based on the recommendations by (Hu & 
Bentler, 1999 and MacCallum et al, 1996). Next, we plan to test for non-response bias based on the 
recommendations by Armstrong & Overton, (1997) 
Subsequent to assessing the data collected for satisfactory preliminary tests above, we propose to conduct 
a Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) using the Structural Modeling Equation (SEM) software LISREL. 
We propose to adopt the two-step approach recommended by Anderson and Gerbing (1988), and Segars 
and Grover (1993) after standardizing the scores.  
 
We also intend to examine whether the Goodness of Fit Index (GFI), Adjusted GFI (AGFI) values are 
between 0.85 and 0.90 indicating a good fit (Medsker et al., 1994). The values for Root Mean-square 
Residual (RMR) and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) will be examined to check 
whether they are below 0.05 and 0.08 respectively, to indicate a good fit for the hypothesized model (Fulk 
et al, 2004).  
 
Based on the results of the CFA results, we will assess the psychometric properties of the items using the 
descriptive statistics and the covariance matrix for assessing convergent validity and unidimensionality. 
The factor loading should exhibit values of λ >0.70 and Average Variance Extracted (AVE) values should 
exceed 0.50 (Bagozzi, 1980; Fornell & Larcker, 1981) and have statistically significant t-values at (p < 0.05) 
as suggested by (Bollen, 1989).  
 
Discriminant validity will be tested by examining whether the correlations between pair wise construct 
items are significantly different from unity suggested by Anderson and Gerbing (1988). Next we plan to 
check whether the χ2 difference between the baseline model, consisting of one latent construct and the CFA 
model are significant at (p < 0.05). Third, we propose to check whether the squared correlations between 
all the latent constructs are significantly less than the extracted AVE similar to procedures for establishing 
discriminant validity (e.g. Sabherwal, & Becerra-Fernandez, 2003; Dinev & Hart, 2006).  
 
Reliability will be assessed by examining whether the squared multiple correlations (R2) exceed 0.50 and 
internal consistency will be assessed by checking whether composite reliability values are >0.70 (Gefen et 
al, 2000) and preferably above 0.80 (Koufteros, 1999) since composite reliability provides a better estimate 
of internal consistency compared to Cronbach’ s alpha (Chin & Gopal, 1995). In order to improve reliability 
prior literature suggests dropping items which do not load well on their constructs (e.g. Byrne, 1998; Gefen 
et al, 2000; Choi et al, 2010). We plan to drop items when deemed necessary based on their loading values. 
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Limitations 
We acknowledge several possible limitations in our study. First, the cross-sectional nature of the study does 
not support causal direction since the relationships may differ when examined across time (Boland, 1979). 
Second, since self-reported data will be collected from individuals, common method bias may be present 
(Podaskoff and Orgon, 1986). Though we propose to address this limitation by performing checks for 
common method bias suggested by and Podaskoff et. al. (2003), common method bias cannot be 
eliminated. Fourth, social desirability bias cannot be ignored in self-reported data therefore; the results and 
model estimates may be inflated. Lastly, all other limitations that apply to the survey research methodology 
are applicable in the context of our study and the results need to be interpreted considering these. 
Conclusion 
Our study aims to add to the existing body of KM literature by developing a model to test the outcomes of 
knowledge sharing at the individual level. We believe that the results of our study would provide valuable 
insights on research lacking in this area. We expect the results of our study would also highlight the 
importance of knowledge sharing in organizations and provide justification for individuals to increase their 
levels of knowledge sharing, by sensitizing them to the possible benefits that they may derive in doing so. 
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